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continued	disarmament	talks.	According	to	these	reviewers,	Pollack’s	book	provides	much	of	
the	necessary	intellectual	backstopping	necessary	for	this	assessment	to	gain	traction.	
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expect	from	North	Korea	as	a	result	of	the	changed	and	changing	North	Korean	nuclear	
arsenal.	
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Mansourov,	A.	(2014),	"Kim	Jong	Un’s	Nuclear	Doctrine	and	Strategy:	What	Everyone	Needs	

to	Know,"	NAPSNet	Special	Reports.	<http://nautilus.org/napsnet/napsnet-special-
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Alexandre	Mansourov	dissects	North	Korean	official	statements	and	texts	to	offer	his	own	
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Smith,	S.	(2015),	“North	Korea’s	Evolving	Nuclear	Strategy,”	North	Korea’s	Nuclear	Futures	

Series.	US–Korea	Institute	at	SAIS.	<http://38north.org/wp-
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In	this	addition	to	the	North	Korea’s	Nuclear	Futures	Series,	Shane	Smith	builds	from	Vipin	
Narang’s	work	in	categorizing	nuclear	strategies.	Smith	helpfully	includes	a	fourth	nuclear	
strategy	and	refines	the	definition	of	one	of	Narang’s	strategies.	The	application	of	these	four	
strategies	to	North	Korea’s	nuclear	evolution	provides	keen	insights,	including	helpful	
indicators	that	North	Korea’s	nuclear	strategy	has	migrated	from	one	strategy	to	the	next.	
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Coercion	and	Credibility	in	US–North	Korea	Relations,	to	explain	why	dispatching	a	B-52	
bomber	to	South	Korea	in	response	to	North	Korea’s	self-proclaimed	hydrogen	bomb	test	
actually	diminishes	the	image	of	American	resolve	that	North	Koreans	perceive,	does	not	boost	
South	Korea’s	perception	of	American	reliability,	and	invites	war.	Holding	that	nuclear	
confrontation	with	North	Korea	is	avoidable,	Jackson	advises	the	US	and	South	Korea	to	illicit	
credible	threats	and	meet	conventional	provocation	with	conventional	retaliation.	Jackson’s	
work	serves	as	a	counterweight	to	arguments	for	more	cautious	action	in	response	to	North	
Korean	provocative	attacks,	due	to	the	North	Korean	regime’s	unpredictability.	
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<http://ndupress.ndu.edu/Portals/68/Documents/jfq/jfq-68/JFQ-68_84-90_Park-
Utgoff.pdf>.	

	
Chang	Kwoun	Park	and	Victor	Utgoff	explain	the	steps	taken	and	steps	to	be	taken	to	
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provocations,	like	flexible	stationing	of	US	nuclear	weapons	in	times	of	crisis,	enhanced	missile	
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assurance	agenda	and	mention	the	important	challenges	and	opportunities.	Among	the	
important	themes	they	discuss	are	the	divergence	in	threat	perceptions	between	the	two	allies,	
along	with	a	fear	of	American	long-term	commitment	in	East	Asia.	
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North	Korea’s	Nuclear	Futures	Series.	US–Korea	Institute	at	SAIS.	
<http://38north.org/wp-content/uploads/2015/11/NKNF-Smith-Extended-
Deterrence-Assurance.pdf>.	

	
Smith	asserts	that	North	Korea’s	increasing	nuclear	capabilities	put	critical	strain	on	US	
extended	deterrence	and	security	assurance	relationships	in	the	Asia-Pacific	region.	He	
challenges	Kenneth	Waltz’s	argument	that	nuclear	proliferation	generally	ensures	peace	by	
asserting	that	nuclear	weapons	could	embolden	North	Korea	to	advance	the	intensity	of	its	
provocative	behavior.	This	piece	is	especially	useful	in	conjunction	with	Wit	and	Ahn’s	“North	
Korea’s	Nuclear	Futures:	Technology	and	Strategy,”	as	Smith	considers	the	authors’	three	
proposed	scenarios	for	the	nuclear	capabilities	of	a	North	Korea	five	years	into	the	future	in	his	
analysis	of	extended	deterrence	and	assurance	implications.	

		
Takahashi,	S.	(2012),	“Ballistic	Missile	Defense	in	Japan:	Deterrence	and	Military	

Transformation,”	Institut	Français	des	Relations	Internationales,	Center	for	Asian	
Studies,	Security	Studies	Center.	
<http://www.ifri.org/sites/default/files/atoms/files/pp44av59takahashi.pdf>.	

	
In	this	2012	paper,	Sugio	Takahashi	presages	the	impact	that	growing	North	Korean	missiles	
would	hold	for	Japan.	He	points	to	the	salience	and	future	importance	of	ballistic	missile	
defense	in	the	Japan–US	alliance	and	walks	through	the	relevant	changes	to	Japanese	defense	
thinking	via	his	historical	analysis	of	Japan’s	QDR	equivalent,	the	National	Defense	Program	
Guidelines	(NDPGs).	He	also	provides	a	prescient	catalogue	of	future	challenges	to	missile	
defense	in	Northeast	Asia,	including	a	North	Korean	ICBM	decoupling	the	US	from	Japan	and	F-
35	deployments	potentially	driving	Pyongyang	toward	a	first-strike	incentive.			

	
Extended	Deterrence,	Escalation,	and	Conflict	Management	
	
Bennett,	B.	(2012),	“Deterring	North	Korea	from	Using	WMD	in	Future	Conflicts	and	Crises,”	

Strategic	Studies	Quarterly.	
<http://oai.dtic.mil/oai/oai?verb=getRecord&metadataPrefix=html&identifier=AD
A571012>.		

	
In	this	work,	Bruce	Bennett	offers	concrete	policy	options	the	US	and	its	allies	could	take	in	a	
crisis	to	deter	North	Korean	provocations	and	actions.	His	policy	prescriptions	follow	the	major	
categories	in	deterrence	literature,	clustering	around	deterrence-by-punishment	and	
deterrence-by-denial	options.	Further,	he	underlines	the	observation	that	deterrence	operates	
in	the	mind	of	the	adversary;	Pyongyang’s	thinking	can	be	unpredictable	and	the	status	quo	
can	sometimes	be	less	attractive	than	rolling	the	dice	during	a	crisis.	
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Utgoff,	V.	and	M.	Wheeler	(2013),	“On	Deterring	and	Defeating	Attempts	to	Exploit	a	Nuclear	

Theory	of	Victory,”	Paper	No.	4978,	Institute	for	Defense	Analyses.			
	

In	this	article,	Victor	Utgoff	and	Michael	Wheeler	describe	the	theory	of	nuclear	victory	and	
explain	how	such	a	war	would	be	expected	to	evolve.	They	present	several	scenarios	that	might	
lead	to	such	a	war	and	explain	general	approaches	for	strengthening	deterrence	prior	to	that	
event.	They	offer	a	specific	list	of	recommendations	for	the	United	States	to	deter	attempts	to	
exploit	the	theory	of	nuclear	victory.	The	authors	conclude	by	noting	that	the	US	does	not	
currently	have	the	necessary	survivable	C3I	capabilities	to	fight	a	restrained	nuclear	war,	
something	that	should	be	of	concern	to	policymakers.	

	
	
Deterring	North	Korean	Vertical	Proliferation	
	
Carlson,	J.	(2016),	“Dealing	with	the	North	Korean	Nuclear	Threat,”	The	National	Interest.	

<http://nationalinterest.org/blog/the-buzz/dealing-the-north-korean-nuclear-
threat-16102>.		

	
John	Carlson	emphasizes	the	necessity	of	finding	a	“circuit	breaker”	for	the	North	Korean	
situation	before	it	escalates	into	a	regional	crisis.	He	describes	the	limited	efficacy	of	further	
sanctions	and	points	out	that	even	a	resumption	of	the	six-party	talks	would	be	dependent	on	
North	Korean	goals.	He	mentions	that	a	starting	point	in	future	negotiations	should	be	the	
settlement	of	a	peace	treaty	to	end	the	1953	Armistice	Agreement	but	that	difficulties	remain	
with	North	Korean	acceptance	of	verification	arrangements.			

	
Klinger,	B.	(2016),	“Showing	More	Resolve	on	North	Korea,”	War	on	the	Rocks.	

<http://warontherocks.com/2016/03/showing-more-resolve-on-north-korea/>.	
	

Bruce	Klinger	argues	that	congressional	action	on	sanctions	has	increased	US	leverage	with	
regard	to	North	Korea	and	China	and	criticizes	the	Obama	administration	for	being	reluctant	
to	seek	stronger	sanctions.	He	makes	the	point	that	the	resulting	steps	from	the	EU,	South	
Korea,	and	the	Philippines	will	collectively	increase	pressure	on	the	Kim	regime.	He	concludes	
by	arguing	that	the	international	community	has	suffered	from	a	“collective	lethargy”	in	the	
face	of	North	Korean	belligerence	and	cautions	that	“sheepishness	is	contagious.”	

	
Walsh,	J.	and	J.	Park	(2016),	“To	Stop	the	Missiles,	Stop	North	Korea,	Inc.”	

<http://www.nytimes.com/2016/03/10/opinion/to-stop-the-missiles-stop-north-
korea-inc.html?_r=0>.	

	
This	March	2016	New	York	Times	Op-Ed	presents	the	argument	that	sanctions	and	interdiction	
are	insufficient	to	halting	North	Korea’s	continued	advancements	in	their	nuclear	and	missile	
programs.	The	authors	argue	that	diplomacy	will	be	necessary	to	truly	curtail	the	North	Korea	
issue,	but	a	robust	effort—necessarily	undertaken	with	Chinese	and	American	cooperation—to	
dismantle	North	Korea’s	overseas	businesses,	shell	companies,	and	joint	ventures	is	the	only	
way	to	make	the	sanctions	regime	work.	

	
Yoon,	S.	(2016),	“Stopping	North	Korean	Missiles:	An	Alternative	to	THAAD,”	The	Diplomat.	

<http://thediplomat.com/2016/07/stopping-north-korean-missiles-an-
alternative-to-thaad/>.		

	
The	author,	a	retired	South	Korean	Navy	Captain,	questions	the	idea	that	the	THAAD	system	is	
the	best	and	only	choice	for	South	Korea	in	response	to	North	Korea’s	missile	program.	He	
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argues	that	sea-based	Ballistic	Missile	Defense	(BMD)	is	a	better	option	for	several	reasons.	He	
points	out	that	it	will	be	costly	for	KAMD	to	develop	a	THAAD-like	capacity	for	the	brief	time	
window	required	to	intercept	North	Korean	missiles	in	the	close	geography	of	the	Korean	
Peninsula.	He	also	highlights	that	the	plan	for	land-based	KAMD	is	unproven	in	the	US	and	in	
the	Middle	East	and	that	sea-based	BMD	programs	have	a	longer	track	record.	He	concludes	by	
noting	that	the	ROK	and	US	militaries	have	experience	with	high-intensity	air	defense	at	sea	
and	says	that	joint	BMD	coordination	provides	a	learning	opportunity.		

	
Towards	an	Integrated	Strategic	Approach		
	
Brechtol,	B.	E.	Jr.	(2011),"Planning	for	the	Unthinkable:	Countering	a	North	Korean	Nuclear	

Attack	and	Management	of	Post-Attack	Scenarios,"	NAPSNet	Special	Reports.	
<http://nautilus.org/napsnet/napsnet-special-reports/planning-for-the-
unthinkable-countering-a-north-korean-nuclear-attack-and-management-of-post-
attack-scenarios/>.	

	
This	article,	first	published	in	the	Korean	Journal	of	Defense	Analysis,	grants	clarity	to	the	
occasionally	foggy	debates	over	the	North	Korean	nuclear	capacity.	Bruce	E.	Bechtol	Jr.	seeks	to	
answer	the	questions	that	remain	about	North	Korea’s	nuclear	capabilities	and	argues	for	the	
US–ROK	alliance	to	emphasize	prevention	and	deterrence	of	a	nuclear	war	with	North	Korea.	
The	casualties	from	a	North	Korean	nuclear	attack	alone	would	be	in	the	tens	of	thousands	at	
least,	he	reasons,	and	a	preemptive	strike	on	North	Korea	would	likely	unleash	a	war	on	the	
Korean	Peninsula.	

	
Cronin,	P.	(2014),	“If	Deterrence	Fails:	Rethinking	Conflict	on	the	Korean	Peninsula,”	Center	

for	a	New	American	Security.	<https://www.cnas.org/publications/reports/if-
deterrence-fails-rethinking-conflict-on-the-korean-peninsula>.		

	
Patrick	M.	Cronin	offers	a	dense	analysis	of	the	implications	for	military	planning	of	the	
country’s	generally	increasing	instability	and	the	heightening	sense	of	uncertainty	that	
surrounds	North	Korean	actions.	In	light	of	these	situational	elements,	Cronin	joins	fellow	
strategist	in	arguing	that	the	possibility	of	war	on	the	Korean	Peninsula	in	the	next	one	to	five	
years	cannot	be	ruled	out	and	that	the	US–ROK	alliance	must	focus	not	only	on	deterrence,	but	
also	on	building	defensive	and	offensive	wartime	capacities.	The	high	level	of	detail	in	his	
concluding	recommendations	greatly	supplements	the	literature	meant	to	assist	US	and	South	
Korean	decision	makers.		

	
Cronin,	P.,	ed.	(2016),	“Breakthrough	on	the	Peninsula:	Third	Offset	Strategies	and	the	

Future	Defense	of	Korea,”	Center	for	New	American	Security.	
<https://s3.amazonaws.com/files.cnas.org/documents/CNAS-Report-
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CGSR	WORKSHOP	BIBLIOGRAPHY	2016 
	

8	
	

Lieber,	K.	and	D.	Press	(2013),	“The	Next	Korean	War,”	Foreign	Affairs.	
<https://www.foreignaffairs.com/articles/north-korea/2013-04-01/next-korean-
war>.	
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response	options	that	are	limited	and	credible.	The	piece	is	not	directed	specifically	at	the	
Korean	peninsula	deterrence	problems,	but	its	broad	policy	treatment	and	recommendations	
are	applicable	and	instructive	to	the	workshop’s	endeavor.	
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